
showed high electrical conductivity levels in certain sectors of 

the Poso Creek groundwater and demonstrated increasing chloride 0 

levels in certain wells in the Subarea, both situations result- 

ing from the discharge of brine wastewaters by oil field opera-t&s. 

There are many valuable permanent crops grown in the 

Poso Creek Subarea. Landowners in this area depend almost en- 

tirely on well water to meet their irrigation needs. 

Petitioner presented evidence that certain grasses 

(bermuda, wild oats) and wildlife (birds) were thriving in the 

area of operation. 

The fact that immediate harm to vegetation and animal 

life in the area of Atlantic Oil Company's operation has not 

occurred does not change the fact that because of brine waste- 

water discharges the groundwater is becoming increasingly saline. 

The Regional Board must consider long-range effects as well as 

short-term benefits connected with this dishcarge. In adopting 

the waste discharge requirements, the Regional Board obviously 

was following the standards set out in the "Interim Water Quality 

Control Policy for the Poso Creek Subarea," the purpose of which 

is to provid_e long-term water quality protection for the ground _____..~. -.. -. _. _ __ ._ 

and surface waters in the Poso Creek Subarea. The fact that the 

discharges may be contributing toward preservation, of fish, 

wildlife and other aquatic resources or preserves is an important 

consideration. In this particular case, the lasting effects of 

groundwater salinity pose a most serious problem which precludes 

continuation of the petitioner's discharge in its present condition. I 



2. Contention. Petitioner contends that it is unable 

to comply with the effluent limitations in Orders Nos. 74-184 

and 74-189 because the cost of doing so would be prohibitive. 

Petitioner contends that production is not sufficient 

a disposal system such as an injection well, and that 

of these requirements would deprive petitioner of its 

without sufficient reason or proper trial. 

Findings. Petitioner presented no facts to support 

to pay for 

enforcement 

property 

its second contention. There was no evidence presented on 

alternative disposal methods, other than injection wells, nor 

evidence of the actual expense of an injection well. The expense 

associated with disposal by injection would vary depending on the 

circumstances. Some companies have been able to use existing 

wells with little present production in which to dispose of 

wastewater by reinjection without undue cost. In any event, with- 

out evidence in support of the contention, the Regional Board 

did not err in adoption of Orders Nos. 74-184 and 74-189. 



III, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
4 

Having considered the contentions of the petitioner 

and the records of the Regional Board, we conclude that the action 
_. of the Regional Board in adopting Orders Nos. '74-184 and 74-l@ 

was appropriate and proper. . 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the petition for review of 

Orders Nos. 74-184 and 74-189 is,denied. 

Dated: April 17, 1975 

. 

/s/' W. W. Adams 
Adams, Chairman 

, 

' /s/ W. Don Maughan 
. Don Maughan, Vice Chairman a 

,fl 

/s/ 
.koy E. Dodson, Member 

s/ Mrs. Carl H. Auer 
9. Carl H. (Jean) Auer, Member 


